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BY HAND DELIVERY

Nancy White, Esq.

Nancy Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street

Room 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Re: Demand for Pavment of Reciprocal Compensation

Dear Misses White and Sims:

Demand is made that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. pay to Intermedia
Communications Inc. Twenty-Three Million, Six Hundred Seventeen Thousand, and Three
Hundred Twenty-Nine Dollars ($23,617,329.00), which represents the reciprocal compensation
payments due and owing to Intermedia in Florida as of November 30, 1998, under the
interconnection agreement between BellSouth and Intermedia dated July 1, 1996, as amended.
Reciprocal compensation amounts accruing after November 30, 1998 will be submitted to you

for payment in a separate demand letter.

Intermedia’s right under its interconnection agreement to receive compensation
from BellSouth for the transport and termination of Jocal calls, including those calls destined to
Internet Service Providers, has been confirmed by the Florida Public Service Commission in its
Final Order Resolving Complaints, Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP, Consolidated Docket Nos.
971478-TP, 980184-TP, 980495-TP and 980499-TP (issued September 15, 1998). That Order

states, in relevant part:

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that under the
terms of the parties’ Interconnection Agreement, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. is required to pay WorldCom Technologies,
Inc.. Teleport Communications Group Inc./TCG South Florida, Intermedia
Communications Inc.. and MCI Metro Access Transmission Services, Inc..
reciprocal compensation for the transport and termination of telephone
exchange service that is terminated with end users that are Internet Service

Providers or Enhanced Service Providers. BellSouth
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Nancy White, Esq.
Nancy Sims
Januanv 8. 1999
Page Two

Telecommunicauons. Inc. must compensate the complainants according to
the inierconnection agreements. including interest, for the entire period the
balance.owed is outstanding. (Order at 22.

Please forward the aforementioned amount, on or before Januarv 22, 1999, 10
Intermedia Communications Inc., P.O. Box 915238, Orlando, Flonda 32891-5238. You mayv
direct any inquiries concerning this demand letter to the undersigned counsel. Intermedia
reserves the right to pursue other legal options in the event BellSouth fails to timely comply with

this demand letter.

Sincerely,

INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC.

@M—IWW‘—\

Patrick Wiggins
Its Attorneys

cc: Walter D'Haesleer
Martha Brown, Esq.
Heather Bumnett Gold, Esq.
Julia Strow
Steve Brown
Jonathan E. Cauis, Esq.
Eanrico C. Soriano, Esq.
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In re: Complaint of Telepor: COCKZT NOC. ©22184-TP
Communications Group Inc./TZ:Z
South Florida against BellScuth

Telecommunications, Inc. fcr
breach of terms of
interconnection agreement under
Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996,
and request for rélief.

In re: Complaint of Intermedia DOCKET NO. 980495-TP

Communications, Inc. against
BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc. for breach of terms of
Florida Partial Interconnection
Agreement under Sections 251
and 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996
and request for relief..

In re: Complaint by MCI Metro DOCKET NO. 980499-TP

Access Transmission Services, ORDER NO. PSC-99-0758-FOF~TP
Inc. against BellSouth ISSUED: April 20, 1999
Telecommunications, Inc. for

breach of approved

interconnection agreement by

failure to pay compensation fcr

certain local traffic.
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The folliowing Ccmmissicrers carticlgeted in the clspeositicn cf
this matter
JOE G=R=ZIE, Cheirman
J. TZRRY [DEZASCH
SUSEN F. CLARXK
JULI= L. JOHNSCHN
E. LECH JACCES, JR

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL

BY THE COMMISSION:

BACKGROUND

On October 15, 1998, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
(BellSouth) filed a Notice of Appeal of Commission Order No. PSC-
98-1216-FOF-TP, issued September 15, 1998, in the complaint dockets
referenced above. BellSouth has appealed the Commission's decision
to the United States District Court for the Northern District of
Florida, pursuant to 47 U.S.C. section 252 (e) (6). In Order No.
PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP, the Commission determined that BellSouth was
required by the terms of its interconnection agreements to pay
reciprocal compensation to WorldCom Technologies, Inc. (WorldCom),
Teleport Communications Group, Inc. (TCG), Intermedia
Communications, Inc. ({(Intermedia), and MCImetro Access Transmission
Services, Inc. (MCIm) for the transport and termination of calls to
Internet Service Providers (ISPs). At the time BellSouth filed its
Notice of Appeal with the Commission, it also filed a Motion for
Stay Pending Appeal of Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP. WorldCom,
TCG, Intermedia and MCIm filed a Joint Respcnse in Opposition to
the motion for stay on October 28, 1998. No party filed a request
for oral argument. '

We addressed BellSouth’s Motion at our March 30, 1999, Agenda
Conference. We determined thzt Bel:lScutnh had failed to demcnstrate
that @ stay pending appeal is warranted. Zur reasons for that
determination are set forth keliow.

~—r,
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OCRDER NO. PSC-99-0758-FOF-T?
DOCKETS NOS. 971478-TP, 9%80:5:-TP, 980495-TF, 98049%-T°F
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2ellSouth contends thaet it i1s entitled to an automatic stay
cenz-ng judiciel review pursuent to Rule 25-22.061(1)({a), Flcrida
Zdministrative Code, Dbecausz the Commission's order on &ppeal
"involves a refund of moneys to customers.'" In the &lternative,
2ellfSouth contends that we shculd grant its motion pursuant to Rule
25-22.061(2), Florida Administrative Code, because it has raised
sericus questions, acknowledged in our Order, ebout the

BellSocuth a2lso contends that

“urisdictional nature cf ISP traffic.
the

it will be irreparzbly hermed 1f we require it to pay
compiainants charges for transport and termination of traffic to
ISPs, because millions of dollars are at stake. BellSouth suggests
that it may not be able to recoup some of the payments to the
complainants if it ultimately prevails on appeal. BellSouth argues
that the delay in implementation of the Commission's order will not
be contrary to the ‘public interest or cause substantial harm to the
complainants, because BellSouth has already placed monies due to
WorldCom under the Order in escrow, and will be able to return the
amounts owed to the other complainants as well, when the appeal is
final. Finally, BellSouth contends that it will not be necessary
to require BellSouth to post a bond or issue some other corporate
undertaking as a condition of the stay, as Rules 25-22.061(1) (a)
and 25-22.061(2), Florida Administrative Code, permit.

The Complainants urge us to deny the motion for stay for three
reasons. First, they claim that we do not have authority to grant
a stay pending review of a case in the Federal District Court.
Second, they argue that if we determine that we do have the
authority to grant a stay, BellSouth is clearly not entitled to one
under Rule 25-22.061(1) (a), Florida Administrative Code, because
the refund in question here is not due to "customers", as the rule
contemplates. Third, they contend that BellSouth is not entitled
to a stay pursuant to the discretionary stay available under Rule

25-22.061(2), Florida Administrative Code. They argue that
BellSouth is not likely to prevail on appeal, and will not suffer
irrecarable harm if the stay is not granted. They contend that

further delay will harm the development of competition and the
public interest.

Zutheority to Grant a Stay Pending Appeal

The Telecommunications Zct of 1996, at 47 U.S.C. § 252 (e) (6),
Srov.des that determinaticns <f state commissions made under <the
provisions of secticn 252 ars reviewazble in an apprcpriate Federal
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ORDER NO. PSC-99-0738-FOF-TP

DOCKETS NOS. 971478-T2, 980184-TP, &80495-TP, SE60499-TF
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District Ccurt. EZellScuth hzs appezled the Commissicn’s order to
The Zistrict Cour:t of the Ncrzhern District ci Flerida. Relying cn
a rscent decisicn by the 7th Circuit that the District Court for
the Northern District of Illincis should nct have granted a stayv of
the Qllinois Ccmmerce Commission’s ISP reciprocal compensation

order*, the complainants arcue, somewhat obliguely, that because
BeilSouth must seek an injunction in the District Court, rather
thern a stay, to delay the effectiveness cf this Commission’s order
there, we somehcw lcse authority to grant a stay of the order. Wwe
do rot agree. The Commissicn’s rules provide for a stay of its
cdecisions under certain circumstances, and both Florida appellate
rules and Federal appellate rules provide that a party may seek a
stay from the lower tribunal of an order on appeal, whether the
lower tribunal is an administrative agency or a lower court. See
Section 120.68(3), Florida Statutes, Rule 9.010, Florida Rules of
Appellate Procedure, and Rule 18, Federal Rules of Appellate
Procedure. While we do not believe that we should grant a stay of
Order No. PSC~98-1216-FOF-TP, we do believe that we have the

authority to do so.

Rules 25-22.061(1) (a) and 25-22.061(2), Florida Administrative Code

Rule 25-22.061(1) (a), Florida Administrative Code, provides:

When the order being appealed involves
the refund of moneys to customers or a
decrease in rates charged to customers, the
Commission shall, upon motion filed by the
utility or company affected, grant a stay
pending judicial proceedings. The stay shall
be conditioned upon the posting of good and
sufficient bond, or the posting of a corporate
undertaking, and such other condltlons as the
Commission finds appropriate.

BellSouth relies upon this rule as authority for an automatic stay
of our decision interpreting the local traffic transport and

‘Illinois Bell Telephone Company v. WorldCom Technologies,
Inc., 157 F.3d 580 (7th Cir. 2598).
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TlerIonnecticn agreements with the
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termination grevisicns oI Iz

complzinancs. This rule ZIss et zppiy TO this case, because,
:cn%:a:y zc 3ellSoutnh’s asserzicn, the cemplainants, competitive
teleccmmunications cerriers, sre nct “customers” for purrcses of
this rule. The rule is desizned tTo erply to rate cases or cther
proceadings involving rates znd charges to end user ratepayers or
consumers, not tO contrzc:t dispites between interconnecting
telecommunications providers. rurthermore, this case does not
involve a “refund” cr a “cecrease” In rates. It involves payment
of mcney pursuent to contractual cbligations.

Rule 25-22.061(2), Florida Administrative Code, is appliceble
to this case. That rule provides:

Except as provided in subsection (1), a
party seeking to stay a final or nonfinal
order of the Commission pending judicial
review shall file a motion with the
Commission, which shall have authority to
grant, modify, or deny such relief. A stay
pending review may be conditioned upon the
posting of a good and sufficient bond or
corporate undertaking, other conditions, or
both. In determining whether to grant a stay,
the Commission may, among other things,
consider:

(a) Whether the petitioner is
likely to prevail upon appeal;

(b) Whether the petitioner has
demonstrated that he is 1likely to
suffer irreparzble harm if the stay
is not granted; and

(c) Whether the delay will cause
substantial herm or be contrary to
the public interest.

In its meotion, BellScutk cleims that it has raised issues of
great importance regarding <he appropriate treatment of ISP
traffic. BellSouth’s fundamental point is that if ISP traffic is
jurisdictionally interstate, =hen the transport and termination of
that traffic 1is not subject to the local traffic reciprocal
compensation provisiens of I:ts interconnecticn agreements with the
>cmplainants.
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2t the tims Orzosr No. FE57-95-:71¢-rQf-TP was issued, and at
The Zime thnis mctlion Icr steyv éend response were filed, the FCC had
nct ceclcsd whether it weulZ ccnsicer ISP traffic interstate
trzffiic, or whether such trziIfic would be sublject to reciprocal
compsnsation uncer thes lccal interconrnectiion provisions of the Act.

We addressed the uncsrtainty regarding the FCC’s characterization
of ISP traffic 3in cstail in ocur Order, and we decided that the
issuve was not criticzl to cur decisicn. Basing our decision on
traditional principlss of ccntract ccnstruction, we decided that
the languace of the Interconnecticn agreements, the intent of the
parties, and Federal =nd Statz law &t the time the sgreements were
executed showed that ISP traifiic was local traffic for purposes of
reciprocal compensation under the agreements. We said:

Regardless of what the FCC ultimately
decides, it has not decided anything yet, and
we are '~ concerned here with an existing
interconnection agreement, executed by the
parties in 1996. Our finding that ISP traffic
should be treated as local for purposes of the
subject interconnection agreement is
consistent with the FCC’s treatment of ISP
traffic at the time the agreement was
executed, all pending jurisdictional issues

aside.

Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP, page 9.

On February 26, 1999, the FCC issued Order 99-38, Declaratory
Ruling in CC Docket No. 96-98 and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in
CC _Docket No. 98-68. In that Order, the FCC declared that it
considered ISP traffic to be jurisdictionally interstate. It did
not decide, however, whether ISP traffic should be treated as
interstate traffic for purposes of local interconnection
agreements. It issued a NPRM inviting comments on that issue. It
also declared that it considered, this determination to be
prospective only, and specifically stated that its decision should
not affect existing interconnecticn agreements or decisions by
state commissions anc Federal courts. The FCC stated:

[Iln the zzsence c¢Z any ccntrary Commission
rule, parties entering into interccnnection
égreements may reascnably have agreed, for the
purnoses c°I cetermining whether recigrocal
compensaticn shoulzZ ceply to I5®-bound

~—
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traffic, thet such -refiic shcuxd bhe trsates
in trhe sam2 manner 2s lccal traiiic. when
construing the carties’ agreements to

determine whether ths parties sC agreed, state
opportunity t¢ censider

coemmissions have tns
all the relevanz facts, including the
negotiation of the &agreements in the context
of this Commission’s longstanding policyv of
treating this treffic as locel, and <the
conduct of the pzarties pursuant to those

agreements.

While to date the Commission has not
adopted a specific rule governing this matter,
we note that our policy of treating ISP-bound
traffic as local for purposes of interstate
access charges would, if applied in the
separate context of reciprocal compensation,
suggest that such compensation is due for that

traffic.

Order 99-38 at pages 15-17.

As mentioned above, BellSouth based its argument that it is
likely to prevail on appeal on the fact that the FCC would
determine that ISP traffic was jurisdictionally interstate. While
the FCC has now done that, its firm assertion that the
determination is prospective and should not affect existing
interconnection agreements convinces us that BellSouth is not

likely to prevail on appeal.

‘With regard to BellSouth’s assertion that it will suffer
irreparable harm if it must comply with the order at this time, and
its concomitant assertion that there will be no harm to the public
interest if the stay is granted, we adopt the reasoning of the 7th
Circuit Court of Appeals when it denied Ameritech’s motion for stay

in Illinois Bell:

In this case the cost of false negatives
(“irreparable injury,” to use the traditional
term) are negligibls. Ameritech can easily
recover the money iZ it prevails on appeal.

All of the other carriers are solvent, and
Ameritech cen recour by setoff in the ongoing
reciprocal-compensaticn program. . . . Even if

~—~—,
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Ameritecnh opevs the merket cost cif cépital
during the pericd of deigy, SO that the other
carriers ere indifferent between money rnow &nd
money later, delay impedes the ability of the
Illinois Commerce Commission to implement &
policy of recipreccal compensation. Delay

effectively moves regulatory power from the
state commission to the federeal court (or :o
Ameritech, which can determine when corders
take effect). Although such transfers may be
of little moment cne case at & time they are
disruptive when repeated over many cases - and
the struggle in the communications business
between the Baby Bells and their rivals is a
repeat-play game in markets, agencies, and
courts alike.

Illinois Bell Telephone Company v. WorldCom Technologies, 157 F.3d
500, 503.

The harm to the development of competition from further delay
is the discernible harm in this case. Harm to the development of
competition is harm to the public interest.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that, for the
reasons set forth above, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal is denied. It is further

ORDERED that these dockets shall be closed.

By ORDER of the Florlda Public Service Commission this 20th
day of April, 1999.

BLANCA S. BAYO, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

By: /s/ Kay Fiynn
Kay Flynn, Chief
Bureau of Records

This is & facsimile copy. A signed
copy of the order may be obtained by
calling 1-850-413-€770.
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NOTICE CF TURTHER PRCCEZEDINGS CR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Puklic Service Commission is required by Section
120.369(1), Tleride Statuzes, to nctify parties cf any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 12{.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief

sought.

Mediation may be available on a case-by-case basis. If
mediation is conducted, it does not affect a substantially

interested person’s right to a hearing.

Any party adversely affected by this order, which is
preliminary, procedural or intermediate in nature, may request: (1)
reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.0376, Florida
Administrative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer; (2)
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code, if issued by the Commission; or (3) judicial
review by the Florida Supreme Court, in the case of an electric,
gas or telephone utility, or the First District Court of Appeal, in
the case of a water or wastewater utility. A motion for
reconsideration shall be filed with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060,
Florida Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary,
procedural or intermediate ruling or order is available if review
of the final action will not provide an adequate remedy. Such
review may be requested from the appropriate court, as described
above, pursuant to Rule 9.100, florida Rules of Appellate

Procedure.

~—r
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May 4, 1999

BY HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Nancy Sims, Director of Regulatory
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street

Room 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Re: Demand for Pavment of Reciprocal Compensation

Dear Ms. Sims:

Further to my letter of January 8, 1999, demand is hereby renewed
that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. pay to Intermedia Communications Inc., thirty four
million, five hundred sixty three thousand, seven hundred and eighty dollars and forty nine cents
($34,563,780.49), which represents the recxprocal compensation payments now due and owing to
Intermedia in Florida as of March 30, 1999, under the interconnection agreement between
BeliSouth and Intermedia dated July 1, 1996, as amended. Reciprocal compensation amounts
accruing after March 30, 1999, will be submitted to you for payment in a separate demand letter.

Intermedia’s right under its interconnection agreement to receive
compensation from BellSouth for the transport and termination of local calls, including those
calls destined to Internet Service Providers, was confirmed by the Florida Public Service
Commission in its Final Order Resolving Complaints, Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP,
Consolidated Docket Nos. 971478-TP, 980184-TP, 980495-TP and 980499-TP (issued
September 15, 1998). That Order states, in relevant part:

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service
Commission that under the terms of the parties’
Interconnection Agreement, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. is required to pay
WorldCom Technologies, Inc., Teleport
Communications Group Inc./TCG South Florida,
Intermedia Communications Inc., and MCI Metro

! Net, including payments received in April 1999.

—~—,
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Nancy Sims.
April 30, 1999
Page Two

Access Transmission Services, Inc., reciprocal
compensation for the transport and termination of
telephone exchange service that is terminated with
end users that are Internet Service Providers or
Enhanced Service Providers. BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. must compensate the
complainants according to the interconnection
agreements, including interest, for the entire period
the balance owed is outstanding. (Order at 22.)

On April 20, 1999, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-99-0758-FOF-TP. In that Order, the
Commission denied BellSouth’s motion for stay of Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP pending

appeal.

Please forward the aforementioned amount, on or before May 17, 1999, to
Intermedia Communications Inc., P.O. Box 915238, Orlando, Florida 32891-5238. You may
direct any inquiries concerning this demand letter to the undersigned counsel. Intermedia
reserves the right to pursue other legal options in the event BellSouth fails to timely comply with

this demand letter.

Sincerely,

INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC.

By:

Patrick Knight Wiggins
Its Attorney

cc: Walter D’Haeseleer
Catherine Bedell, Esq.
Heather Burnett Gold, Esq.
Julia Strow
Steve Brown
Lans Chase
Scott Sapperstein

~E,
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May i1, 1599

Patrick Wiggins, Esq.

Intermedia Communications, Inc.
2145 Delta Boulevard

Suite 200

Tallahassee, Florida 32303

Re: Demand for Payment of Reciprocal Compensation

Dear Mr. Wiggins:

| am responding to your letter dated May 4, 1999, to Nancy Sims, Director
of Regulatory, demanding payment of reciprocal compensation for traffic
terminated to internet service providers. Your letter refers to the interconnection
agreement between BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and Intermedia, as well
as the Florida Public Service Commission Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP
issued September 15, 1998, and Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP issued

April 20, 1999,

As you know, BellSouth has appealed the Order issued September 15,
1998, and has filed with the United States District Court for the Northern District
of Florida a motion to stay that Order. Until this matter is fully resolved,
BellSouth will continue the status quo with respect to Intermedia.

Sincerely,
Mary K. Keyer )

cc: Nancy White
Nancy Sims

.,
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TELECOPY
F“
DATE: JuyT5;1999—
TO: Julia Strow 813 829 7723

FROM: Charles Pellegrini

This telecopy consists of __S_page(s) including this cover page. Please deliver as soon
as possible. If you have any questions, please call (850) 385 6007.

¥Xx kX kXXX X %KX

BellSouth reciprocal compensation spreadsheets.

This message contains information that is confidential, may be
protected by the attorney/client or other applicable privileges, and
may constitute non-public information. It is intended to be conveyed
only to the designated recipient(s). If you are not an intended
recipient of this message, please notify the sender at 850 385 6007.
Unauthorized use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this
message is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Legsl Cenarnmera

NANCY B. WHITE
Generel Counse!-Flonda

Sel:iScuth Telecommuniceions, it
122 South Nenree Sireet

Serm 200

Telenessee, Siznze IIZON

S~/ O3

LY

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

July 2, 1888

Patrick K. Wiggins, Esq.
Wiggins & Villacorta
2145 Delta Boulevard
Suite 200 ’
Tallahassee, FL 32303

Re: BellSouth Telecommunications; inc. v. WorldCom Technologies,
Inc;, et al:, USCA No. :9_8_cy352_-_RH

S PoroETT oA

Dear Mr. V\ﬁggins::--"- TELL

- == OnJune.1; 1999, the United States District Court for the Northemn District

of Florida denied BellSouth's request for a stay in the above captioned matters.
Therefore, pursuant to Order No. PSC-98-1216-FOF-TP, issued by the Florida
Public Service Commission on September 15, 1998, BellSouth is enclosing its
check for $12,723,883.38 for April, 1999 and all prior periods. A spreadshest
detailing BellSouth's calculation of this amount is also attached for your
convenience. BellSouth will continue calculating and begin remitting monies
owed to you on a monthly basis beginning with the June, 1999 bills.

It remains BellSouth's position that such calls to Internet Service Providers
are interstate in nature and not subject ‘o reciprocal compensation. Be advised
that any payments made by BellSouth due to the denial of its request for stay
coes not constitute a waiver of BellSciih’s position or a waiver of BellSouth’s
rights currently on appeal. When a final, non-appealable order 1s rendereu
gpholding BellSouth's position. BellSouth will seek refund of any monies paid
plus interest. In tne unlikely event that BeliSouth's position 1s not upneld by a
final nen-appealable order, BellSouth will bill your company for all monies due
BellSouth for this interstate traffic.
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If your client desires to cdiscuss ihe specifics of the calculation. please
contact Jerry Hendrix at (404) €27-72C2.

Sincerely. .,
(ﬂ AN el
N-\

ancy 8 White
Enclesures

cc: David Smith, Esq.
Raoul Cantero, Esq.

o
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AT
Local ISP Payment D'de‘a intermedia

Columins i 2; 3 o Ay il : 5
Total MOU's Invoiced | ISP Factor iLocal Rate . Tolal ISP Local Due 4.4 LPC at 1.0% par month
Feu-97 17.516.426 09,3 0.01028 | $ 1162,061.97 o
Mar-97 19.939.435 093 ootw28|s . isl4rses|s 162062
Apr9T 22.527.478 | 093 0.01028 [ § 120842423 | §  3465.42
May-97 44413962 093 “0.01028 | '$ 31839798 554966
Jun97 49135205 093 “0.01028 | § 4083389213 873364
Jul-97 49.567.876 | 091s 0.01028 | $ -+ 458801.99 | § __.12817.03
Aug-97 58,136,603 ; 09 | $ 001028 |$ 153787985 $ 17,392.64
Sep-97 61.062.697 - 0913 0.01028 | § 564.95207 | $ 22752
oci-97 T102a21 093 0.01028 | § - 66431507 | s 2839593
Nov-97 74405899 09's 0.01028 | § -1eed403381y 0000000000 35,024.00
Dec.97 85032175 | 09 0.01028 | § 7 794,41928 | § o 4189241
Jan.98 113421542 093 0.01028 | § 1.049,376.11 { § .. 4981557
Feb.98 111,966,235 - 09" s 0.01028 | § 1,038,008.65 | § 6028552
Mar.98 195,201,170 ‘ 0913 0.01026 | s 125162138 |3 T 06229
Apr-98 148,765,938 | 09,3 0.01028 | § 131886195 | 5 _83,110.77
May-98 146439971 09 | 0.01028 | § :1,262,34261 | § _,98,834.86
Jun.98 17.065675 " 0.9's 0.00200 | 130,718.22 | $ 109,486.33
108 656,674 - 09 % 0.00200 | $ -, 195,582.01 L
9.078,399 'i 09 s 0.00200 | $ -+ 17,781.12 T M
Jul-98 16070 09 ¢ 0.00200 | § . 111435,884.083 1 § __ 110.769.89
120,306,655 0ol 0.00200 | § .. 22015198 | . )
11,163,304 l. 09! 3 10.00200 | § ’ -‘liﬁb:OM.OQ _: ‘
Aug98 22.045623 ) 093 0.00200 | § 113588212 | § 11233978
155759111 ¢ 09, 0.00200{ § i~ 280,386.40
11,099,766 : 09 : s _0.00200 | § .:119,979.58 } o
Sep-98 22,443,065 ; 093 0.002007 §  +1140,397.52 | § 114,211.60
‘ 160,018,749 | 0913 0.00200 | '§ . 302433.75 -
10,102,505 , 093 0.00200 | $ . - :1148,544.65
Oc1-98 EYUIRTEN 093 " 0.00200 |3 114153909 |3 T he4c6
HOLESS.62H ‘091 0.00200 | § 1. 308,980.13
. 10201624 : 0913 0.00200 | $ 118,302.82 | : , o
Nov.98 w1024 09 % 0.00200 | $ + 379,388.82 | § . 116,722.50
Dec-98 154,977,667 , 09 3§ 0.00200 | % -+ .13278,959.80 | $ __ 731478
(4,064,065 09 3 0.00200 { $ o =1,116,318.76 | | .
Jan-99 00 50957 09 3 0.00200 | § 1482212413 " 118.983.56
Feb.99 254990416 ; 09 s 0.00200 | § 14t 458,082.75 | $ 124,152,855
Mar-99 WIS 1 09§ 0.00200 | § 11, 858,054.78 | § T 10742093
AP ERTIRTe 09,y 0.00200 | $ 411 600,831.07 | § ~108,290.40
' * Column Tolals $ 154380877 (& 3

o~
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~_____|Local ISP Compensation Due Intermedia
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| Ty L
LocalISPDue | $15,435,987.67 ]
‘Plus Late Payment Charge .$1,794,164.89 i
'Gross Amount Due $17,230,152:56 i.
‘Local Non ISP Over Pald o $4,506,260:18 i
Net Local Duo i $12,723,883.28 \
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.
Intermedia Non ISP Payments

. [ .
b

enfied

4 .t B

Coturmns U 21 | L 3 i A ] 5 L G; .
Non ISP, e WGE - ,Difference In Amt Due &
Total MOUs Involced iFactor PLY Correct Local Rate _ |Nondsp ‘I:ocal DLL Local Rate Pald Non- ISPLocal § Paid ‘Amit Pd
Feb-97 17.516.426 | 01| oo s 0.01028 |$ .it-+ 1350516 | 0.01028 ~ 7 $13505.16) §
Mar-97 | 19.939.435 | 01| o075 s 0.01028 | § .t .. 15,373.30 0.01028 T $15373.30( %
Apr-97 | 22,527_47:1‘ 01| ors0 |s 0.01028 | $ .. 14t , 17,388.69 0.01028 _ $17.308.69] $
May-97 - 34.413.962 | 01| o750 | 0.01028 |$ 1r- 26533.48|  o0.01028 _ $26533.16 5
Jun-a? | 14,135.205 | 01| ors0 s 001028 [$ ... 34028.24 0.01028 _ sp08.24|8
Jul-97 49.507,070‘ 01| 075 s 0.01028 | § . i/ 38,216.83 0.01853 $39.257.76| § (1.040.93)
Aug-97 - 58,136,603 § 01 07150 |3 001028 | § -y 44,823.32 0.01853 " $46044.19] § (1.220 87)
Sup-97 61.062.697 | 011 0750 |3 ) 001028 |$ .. . 4701934 |  o0.01853 | $48,361.66) § (1.202.32)
Oct-97 71 802,321 | o1+ 0750 |s 0010281$ .., . 5535959 0.01853  $56807.44: (1,507 85)
Nov-97 74,405,699 | 01} 0150 % ) 001028 |$ ... 57,368.95 0.01853 ssa.azo.u!s (1.562.52)
Dec-a7 W5832175 o1i o750 s 001028 |3 . 6617661 001853 |  ser.r008!s (1,802.47)
Jan-98 113421542 01| orso s 001028 |3 1 un 6744801 0.01853 _ sso,uzo.msl $ (2.381.85)
Feb-98 111,986,235 ° 03 0750 $ . 001028 | $ ;1111 86,341.39 0.01853 . '$88093.10'S$ {2.351.71)
Mar-98 135200170 01! o750 |3 001028 [§  1i.10430178| o0.0185 7 s107.04209 (2.840.91)
Apr-98 196,705,330 01| 0997 |3 001028 |$ .1 15249247 | 001853 | s156615.06' (1,153.49)
May-98 136,430 971 | 01 0997 s 0010288 ;i-139,83051 |  0.01028 ) $137.034.30} § 2.005.21
Jun-9s u,m'.f.,m'.‘ o1 oo s 000200 | $ - 340290 001088 | sizoarzols (14.564.39)
OB 656,674 | 01 0997 $ 0.00200 $ . adiiu21,668.14 0.01038 CoS14397.227 9 {92,731.08)
o,um,wol 0.1 0.997 $ 0.00200 | $ gty 1,869.75 0.01038 .. $10400.29) § (8,430.54)
Jul-98 19,936,070 01] 0997 |3 0.00200 | $ ipitir:: 3.975.25 001028 |  $20022.01)s {16.047.66)
‘ 127,306,655 01] 0997 |s 0.00200 [ $ ). 2538495 | 001028 | $127.861.20| § (102,476 25)
n_n-.:s,.:m.n‘ 017 099 |$ 0.00200 { $ . .- 2,225.98 0.01028 " T osn2izo]s (8.946 03)
Aug-98 #2.015.623 01| 0997 |s 0.00200 [$ ..o 439580 | 001028 |  $2214165(% (17,745.75)
199,259,111 § 01 0.997 3 0.00200 } $ - i - 31,058.37 0.01028 . $156,437.6G0) § (125,379 23)
11,099,766 ' 01 0997 |s 0.00200 | $ - ifuii; 221329 0.01028 C$11,148.12| 3 (8.934 83)
Sep-98 22.43.065 | 01! 0997 |{$ 000200 $ it 447535]|  0.01056 s23154.78) 3 (18,679 63)
168,010,749 | 01| os9r |s 0.00200 | $ - ;1) 7, 33,50254 | n.01038  $173346.96( § (139.844 02)
m_:m;»,suesfl o1l oo |3 0.00200 | $ « 11k 1%:- 2,054.34 001058 | $10620.303% (8,574.96)
Oct-98 23.077.212 0.1 | 0.98 3 0.00200 | $ AP 4.523:15 0.0178 _$39577.52| % {35.054.38)
171655628 01: o098 |$ 0.00200 | $ ;) ' ~33,844.50 0.0175 - $294,300.40| § {260,7:14.90)
w2016 01, oon | 000200 |§ .- : 109952 00175 | s17.4905790s (15.496.27)
Nov-98 SN YRR ()1’. 0498 $ 0.05200 $ 1 4131232 0.017% $3G1402.77] % (320,170.45)
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EXHIBIT H

i By
Intermedia Non ISP Payments

ey,

i |
Non ISP ! NI P ‘Difference tn Amt Dueﬂ
Tolal MOUs Invoiced Factor PLU iCorract Local Eato Non-ISP Local Due L_o::al Rate Pay_i___ Non- ISPLocal § Pald Amt Pd

Dec-98 154977667 01 o0 |s "ooo200]$ -iid3037562|  ootrs | s2cs786.700s (235,411 omfl
(4,064 665 01. 098 {s  000200}$ i 12556.71 0.0175 T sasuass 8012.23 |

50199 267,926,952 o1 ouwn |s 000200 |$ iy 52408.50 00178 | swamerns 34,627.23
Feb-99 254,990,416 01, 0978 t 0.00200 18 -l 49,878.13 0.0175 _ . $2,182,080.48| (2.132,204.35)
Mar-99 308,363,755 o1l oore |s 0.00200 |$ ;i 80,315.95 0.0175 "$527.764.57| 5 (467.448.62)
Apr-99 433,628,373 o1, o972 |3 000200]$ ... 64,857.38 0.0175 " $567,501.86] § (502,644 51)
' ' ' |Yotat Non-ISP LocalDue |$  1.1.474,447.46 $5.980,716.64| § {4.506,269.18)
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WIGGINS & VILLACORTA. P.A.

ATTORNEYS AT Law
TELEPHONE 850! 385 6C0O?

ITE 2
2145 DELTA BOULEVARD. SUITE 200 FACSIMILE (650" 38S.600H

POST OFFICE DRAWER 1657
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32303 INTERNET wigovil@nettally cem

TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302

Julv 13,1999

Ms. Nancv B. White

General Counsel — Florida
BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
150 South Monroe Street

Room 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Dear Ms. White:

This letter is sent in response to your letter dated July 2, 1999 to me, which accompanied
BellSouth's check in the amount of $12,723,883.38, payable to Intermedia Communications, Inc.
(“the check™). By this letter we inform you that the amount of the check is not adequate to
compensate Intermedia for the reciprocal compensation traffic that Intermedia has terminated for

BellSouth through April 1999 and all prior periods.

After reviewing the spreadsheets that were submitted with the check, Intermedia is unable to
discern how BellSouth computed the amounts due Intermedia. The total amount of the check,
however, is well below the total amount of compensation BellSouth owes to Intermedia. In the
near future, Intermedia will provide BellSouth with a detailed accounting of the amounts due.

Please be advised that Intermedia expressly reserves its right to take additional action against
BellSouth for full payment of Intermedia’s claim. The check should in no way be considered by
BellSouth to be an accord and satisfaction of any dispute over the amount of reciprocal
compensation due to Intermedia from BellSouth. As BellSouth acknowledged in your letter of
July 2, 1999, the dispute between BellSouth and Intermedia over reciprocal compensation

payments is ongoing, and may not be resolved for some time.

Moreover, if BellSouth continues to compute reciprocal compensation payments due to
Intermedia for services provided in May 1999, and going forward, using the same formula that is
reflected in the July 2 letter, please be advised that those payments will also fall far short of the
amounts that BellSouth is obligated to pay Intermedia under the Interconnection Agreement
executed between the two companies. As noted above, in the near future, we will provide you
with additional information that demonstrate how to compute the correct amount of
compensation due Intermedia, both retroactively, and going forward.

Sincerely,
fa/&/tck (/’l ‘ /% AJ,

Patrick Knight Wiggins

Y
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i~termedia
COMMUNICATIONS
LI 2
July 26, 1999
BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Nancy B. White
General Counsel - Florida
“BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
160 South Monroe Street
Room 400
 Tallahassee, FL 32301

LY
-

Dear Ms. White:

I am sending this letter on behalf of [ntermedia Communications Inc.  This Ietter follows the
.etter from Patrick Wiggins to you dated July 13, 1999 (“July 13 letter”). In the July 13 letter,
Intermedia informed you that it was cashing the check in the amount of $12,723,883.38 that BellSouth
tcndered to Intermedia in response to the Florida Public Service Commission's Order No. PSC-98-1216-
FIF-TP, but made clear that the amount of that check falls far short of the amount that BellSouth owes to
Intermedia for the transport and termination in Florida of traffic subject to reciprocal compensation,
Intermedia made clear in its July 13 letter that it expressly reserved its right to challenge the adequacy of
BellSouth’s payment, and to seek additional payments. In that letter, Intermedia also noted that it would
provide a further explanation of Intermedia’s position, and would detail how the amounts due to
IntermedjA for reciprocal compensation must be computed. This letter and its attachments provide that

additional information.

A balancc of $24,841,02532 remains in thc amount owed to
Intermedia through April 30, 1999

Reciprocal compensation payments of §6,672,925.23 arc owced to
Intermedia for May and Junc, 1999

BellSouth’s tutal remaining amounts duc to Intcrmedia for reciprocal compensation
traffic terminated through the cad of Junc, 1999 is $31.513.950.55

" DCOI/ICANU/BESS. |
3625 Queen Palm Drive, Tampa, Florida 33619 Main Line 813 829.0011 Toli Free 800 940.0011 - ~avww.intermedia.com
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In your letter accompanying BellSouth’s check for $12,723,883.38, you noted that the check was
enclosed “for April, 1999 and all prior periods.” The amount of the check, however, falls far short of
the full amount that BellSouth owes to Intermedia for the transport and termination of traffic - including
dial-up calls to ISPs - under the interconnection agreement between BellSouth and Intermedia.
BellSouth accompanied the check with a spreadshect purporting to show how the $12.7 M figure was
calculated. Intermedia is not clear as to how that figure was computed, and does not concede its

accuracy.

In fact, the remaining balance owed by BellSouth to Intermedia for reciprocal compensation

traffic in the state of Florida for periods up to April 30, 1999, is $24,841,025.32.

This amount reflects the total traffic minutes subject to reciprocal compensation that Intermedia
terminated for BellSouth between February 1997 and April 1999, multiplied by the per-minute
reciprocal compensation rate from the Intermedia/BellSouth interconnection agreement, which was in
effect at all relevant times in the past, and which remains in effect at present. From this amount,
Intermedia deducted amounts paid by BellSouth 1o date. As you may know, Intermedia has been
sending BellSouth wnvoices for reciprocal compensation since February, 1997. BellSouth has made
partial payments, based on its assumption that approximately 10% of the invoiced traffic represented
“non-ISP-bound traffic. As aresult, BellSouth for the last two years has been paying Intermedia
approximately 10% of the full amounts invoiced. These payments, in addition to the $12,723,883.38,
have been deducted from the computation of the remaining balance due Intermedia.

Intermedia has attached to this letter a spreadsheet that shows how the amounts due from
BellSouth for reciprocal compensation traffic in Florida have been calculated. It shows the following
computations:

e The attached spreadsheet is based on amounts invoiced by Intermedia for Florida traffic, at the
reciprocal compensation rate of $0.01056, which is the compensation rate negotiated by Intermedia
and BellSouth that has been in effect at al] relevant times in the past, and that remains in effect
currently. The amounts originally invoiced are listed under the column entitled “Actual Billed

Charges.”

e There is one anomaly in the attached spreadsheet, which shows two entrics for December 1998.
This reflects the fact that some minutes were not correctly captured for the December invoice.

e As Immmeditz shows in the attached spreadsheet, between February and September 1997, Intermedia
crroncously billed amounts in excess of the effective reciprocal compensation rate — these amounts
have been identified and backed out of the calculation of the current balance due, which is listed
under the column titled “Corrected Charges.” :

DCOL/CANU/86515.1 2

~—,
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e TFrom the Actual Billed Charges, or when applicable, the Corrected Charges, Intcrmedia subtracted
the ammounts that have been paid by BellSouth. The amounts paid by BellSouth reflect a consistent
12% of the amounts invoiced by Intcrmedia - at the $.01056 rate that was in cffect since February,
1997, and that remains in effect to date. This apparcntly reflccts BellSouth’s estimation — which has
not been corroborated by Intermedia — that approximately 88% of the minutes reported by

Intermedia reflect calls to ISPs.

Finally, Intermedia applies a late payment charge, which was computed by adding together the late

payment charges listed on each invoice from February 1997 to April 1999. This amount is
$3,546,628.85, and is reflected in the row titled “Late Payment Charge.”

The total resulting from the computations described above is listed in the “Subtotal” row. From this
. amount, the $12,723,883.38 that BellSouth tendered to Intermedia was subtracted, The net balance
duc Intermedia for reciprocal compensation traffic in Florida is listed in thc row titled “Balance™ and

1" amounts to $24,841,025.32.

In addition to the spreadsheet showing the computation of the $24.8 M figure for amounts owing

through April 30, 1999, we provide an additional spreadsheet that computes the amounts that BellSouth

‘wes to Intermedia for Florida reciprocal compensation traffic for May and June of 1999. These figures
sere computed in the same way as the amounts described above. As the spreadshect shows, these

amounts total $6,672,925.23.

In sum, the total amounts due Intermedia for reciprocal compensation traffic terminated up -
through and including June 30, 1999 is $31,513,950.55.

! T We are in the process of preparing spreadshects for the amounts duc Intermedia in the other
BellSouth states in which Intermedia has terminated reciprocal compensation traffic for BellSouth,
These will be provided to the appropriate BellSouth personnel in the near future,

We look forward to following up with you at your earliest convenience to make arrangemeats for
paymcat in full of the remaining balances due Intermedia for April 1999 and prior periods, and for May
and June of 1999. On a going forward basis, we anticipate that BellSouth will pay Intermedia’s monthly

“invoices in full in a timely manner, and that further spreadsheets will not be necessary,

DCOI/CANLY/BES1S.) . 3

~—g,
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Finglly, pleasc address all further correspondence regarding this matter — including checks in
payment fdr any reciprocal compensation amounts — to our in-house counsel, at the following address:

Scott Sapperstein, Scnior Policy Counsel
Intermedia Communications Inc.

3625 Queen Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida 33619

Thank you for your attention to this mattcr.

DCUIACANLI/BLDLS Y .

Sincerely,

Hcather Bumett Gold
Vice President, Regulatory
and External Affairs

- -,
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BELL SOUTH RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION BILLING- FLORIDA
’L’é&‘)";\u’\ : INRLS
et
", lg{. .%:{. ”.'.'in.

574,783 17,516,426 $0.01056 8184.973.45
r-7,. 763,086 19,939,435 $0.01056  $210,560.43
"Apr-8Tsi 818,427  22,527476 .  $0.01056  5237,880.17
‘May-8727 1,186,304 34,413,962 $0.01056  $363,411.44
977 1.4B4.211  44,135205 50.01056  $466,067.76

. o 1,721,589 49,672,978 $0.01056  $524,548.65
Aug-8T§ 2035850 58,285,711 $0.01056  $515,487.11
, Sep-57.1 2,065,145 61,254,312 $0.01056  $646,845.53
"ol OGtAT 4 2,460,961 71,802,321 $0.01056  $758,232.51
" Nov-87.7 21,604,514 74,405,833 $0.010%6  $785,726.28
0 3,180,511 85,832,175 $0.01056  $806,387.77
4,255,022 113,421,542 $0.010568 $1.187,731.48

4,605,083 111,986,235 50.01056 $1,182,574.64

5,481,678 135,281,170 $0.01056 §$1,428,569.16

5,584,044 148,785,328 $0.01055 $1,571,173.17

5,403,179 138,439,971 $0.01058 $1,440,806.03

5,508,882 135,600,748 $0.01056 $1,431,943.90

6.543,050 158,406,109 $0.01056 $1,672,768.51

7,833,305 188,904,500 $0.01058 $1,984,831.52

8,265385 200,764,339 $0.010556 $2,120,072.05

8,312,544 204,834,524 $0.01056 $2,164,108.57

8,334,011 211,777,124 $0.01056 $2,225806.43

.:45:.84 154, sngg; m{}ass 31.638.564.16
utgrese P

10 3aa,3541 3 287,528,552 = 's‘sa e T G ATy

10436380 254,990,416 $0.01058 - $2,682,698.78

11,837,708

308,363,755

SEAGGES 12774120 333628373
T otal 363,088 5 (IR TN 0N GEO0 S TR pm&u'ﬂﬁm'im&’&!ﬂw&ﬂ JMZIGS&M

Late Payment Charge

$0.01056 $325632125  $396,680

$0.01056

£3,623,115.62

2 15
3'*" :7" ":{é. vy,
MW

$199,363
vl AT

522,533
$25,650
$28 879
$§44,270
$56,778
$63.899
574,979
$78,798
$92,367
$95,716
$110,415
$145,906
$144,059
3174,026
§161,398
$175,517
$174,437
$203,774
$243,007
$258,264
$263,628
$271,144

"$344,664
$328,020

$425,180

,__ ‘bbg{? "E:(" X
v Pk -u..mumn....

MY e O,

3152.123 18

31743 $164,656.33
454.27 $210,105.16 $184,456.05
399.99 $237.480.18 $208,510.80
53382 $362.877.62 $318,607.46 B3P
52652 $465,541.24 $408,765.66{ 2717
1,109.88 $523,436.77 $459,537.39 k0. -
1,574.58  $613,922.53 $538,943.72[ e
2,023.45 $644,822.08 $566,024.46! .
$665,865.91}%
$680,010.45=
$795,973.145, 8ib5
$1,051,825.87 o ack ]
$1,038,515.41 %
$1,254,543.29};
.1'( 1

DCOI/CANIL/BESLS.}
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$1,379,775.63 503
$1,265,289. 54%3'
$1,257,506.83 3z 83

$1,468,954.60 1L 3%

$1 9“)480.54 Y
$1,954,66247%
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BELL SOUTH RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION BI{.LING- FLORIDA (continued)
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$449,142  $3,237,838.14 Ly

May-88.7 13,224.954  349,145.80
1 14,119,278 365,429,975 $0.01056 $3,859,806.14 $471,389 $3,308,217.29 %

Jun-99 - 439, : ! . : 2
i ToRl NN 344,233 7,745,686, 7 BAREE T I TAC AR §1, 668 /506,80 15 $4201630 457388, 838308543 7%
Luto Payment Charge $15,869.80 $36,869.80 "

-$7,593,456.68. 2 :23920,630.77 $6,672,025.23 13|
qﬁ:‘i&%?_&iaﬁ%&%&m

Notes: ' BaltSouth payments 1o dale were received on 8 regional basis. Florida's paymant 1o April &5 based on the percent usage
ln Florda against the total region.
* The overbited amounts are dua (o the incorrect bilking of some Tampa MOUs during the first eight months, Tha problem was
conrecled but an adjustnent has not been mada. The comecied charges refiect the removal! of the Tampa-only charges,
* The hightighted row Indicales a backbillad amount lor usage not Included on the inital invoica for that particular month. The
actual Invoica for the backbiling was submitted in a tatar month.
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Genersl Counsel-Flords

BullSouth Telacommunicationsg, Inc.
150 West Flagler Street

Sune 1910

Miami, FL 33130

{305) 347-5558

August 27, 1999

Scott Sapperstein, Esq.

Senior Policy Counsel

Intermedia Communications, Inc.
3625 Queen Palm Drive

Tampa, FL 336189

Dear Mr. Sapperstein:

| am writing in response to Ms. Heather Burnett Gold’s letter dated
July 26, 1988, regarding the Florida Public Service Commission’s Order No.
PSC-98-1216-FIF-TP. Per her request, | am addressing this and all future
correspondence regarding this matter to you.

According to Ms. Gold's letter and the attached spreadsheets,
BellSouth owes Intermedia a total of $31,5613,850.565 for reciprocal
compensation payments through the end of June 1988. Based én the
information contained in the spreadsheets, Intermedia is using an outdated
rate of $0.01056 to compute reciprocal compensation payments.

The intent of the June 3, 1998 Amendment to the Interconnection
Agreement between Intermedia and BellSouth, which was signed by both
parties, was to 3establish elemental rates for local traffic. The Amendment
specifically states In paragraph 3 that “The Parties agree to bill Local traffic
at the elemental rates specified in Attachment A.” [Emphasis added]
Additionally, paragraph 4 provides for “...reciprocal compensation being paid
between the Parties based on the elemental rates specified in Attachment
A"

| am attaching the June 3" Amendrhent, which details the elemental

rates for Local traffic. The approved rates for End Office Switching and
Tandem Switching/Transport are $0.002000 and $0.00125, respectively.

—~—,
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The correctly compute the reciprocal compensation amount owed by
BellSouth, please adjust your reciprocal compensation calculations to reflect

the appropriate rates as outlined in the June 3, 1998 Amendment.
N\

Sincerely,
Nancy B) White
Attachments
cc: Mary Jo Peed, Esq. (w/attachments)
Jerry Hendrix, Sr, Dir.-Interconnection Svcs. (w/attachments)

Patrick Finlen, Mgr.-Interconnection Svcs. (w/attachments)

175175
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AMENDMENT
TO
MASTER INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN
INTERMEDIA COMMUNTICATIONS, INC. and
—"BELLSOUTH TELECONMMUNICATIONS. INC.
DATED JULY 1. 1996

Pursuant 10 this Agreement (the “Amendment”™), [atermecia Cemmunicaucns. lnc.
"ICI") 2and BeiiScouth Telecommunications, [nc. {"BetlSouth”) gereinafter referred o
coilecuvely as the "Parues™ hereby 2gree to amend that cemawm Master Interconneciicn
Agreement berween the Parties effective July [, 1996 (“Interconnection Agreement™).

NOW THEREFORE., in consideration of the mutual provisions contained hersin and
>ther good and valuable consideraticn, the receipt and sufficicacy of which are herety
acknowledged, [Cl and BellSouth bereby covenant and agree as follows:

i The Parties agree that BellSouth will, upon request, provide, and
ICI will accept and pay for, Multiple Tandem Access, otherwise referred 1o as
Single Point of Interconnection, as defined in 2. following:

2. _This arrangement provxdcs for ordering interconnection to a single access
‘tandem, or, at a minimum, less than all access tandems within the LATA for
- ICI's terminating Jocal and intral ATA toll traffic and BellSouth's terminating -

. local and intral’ATA toll traffic along with mransit graffic to and from other-
,ALF.C Igtcgnpghange Carriers; Independent Compamas and Wireless Carriers..
Thisarren ’Eﬁfmégan be ordered in one way trunks aad/or two way trunks or.
oo '- sﬁ{;a GroupZ One restriction to this arrangement is that all of ICT's NXXs must

TR A RS be assocumd.wnh thesa access tandems; otherwise: [CI must interconnect o=+ -
each zndem whese aa NXX is “homed™ for transit traffic-switched to and from.-
an Interexchange Carrier. .

3. The Parties agres to bill Local traffic at the elemental rates specified in
‘Artachment A,

4, This emendment will result in reciprocal compensation being paid between the
Parties based o the elemental rates specified in Attachment A.

s. The Parties agree that all of the other provisions of the Interconnection
Agreement, dated July 1, 1996, shall remain in full force and cffect.

6. The Parties further agree that either or both of the Pasties is authorized to

submit this Amendment to the respective state regulatory authorities for
2pproval subject to Sestion 252(e) of the Federal Telecommunications Act of

1996.
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STTACHMENT A

Multiple Tandem Access sha.! te 2vinzl.c alcarding 1o the follow:ing rates sfor loczl usage

Ezch Party’s local usage wail be 2etermined by the applicztion of its reporied Percent
Loczl Usage ("PLU™) to 1is inTzsiate terminating minutes of use as set forth in
Paragraph 1.D.:n ICI's Februzny 24, 1997, Amendment ©0 s [aterccanzction

Agreement.

The Paries azree 10 Yiil Loczi trzfic 2t the elemental rates specified beicw:

{2) This charge is applicable cniy to int

L ovslorall
[t ferse

switching and/or interconn=ction charges.

ELEMENT AL FL GA KY
Local Switching
End Office Swiiching, per MOU $0.0017 $0.0175  S0.0016333 $0.002562
End Office Switching, 2441 MOU'** NA 50.005 NA NA
End Office Interoffice Trurk NA NA NA Na
Port - Shared, MOU
Tandem Switching, per MOU 50.0015 $0.00029  $0.0006757 $0.001096
Tandem Iateroffice Trunk Port - NA NA NA NA
Shared
Tandem Intermediary Charge, per $0.0015 NA NA 50.001096
Moy
Local Transport
Shared, per mile. per MOU £0.00004 $0.000012 S0.000008  $0.0000049
Facility Termination, per MOU 50.00036 $0.0005 350.0004152  $0,000426
ELEMENT MS NC sC TN
Loca] Switching
End Office Switching, per MOU $0.00221 $0.0040 $0.00221 §0.0019
End Office Switching, add'l MOU! NA NA NA NA
End Office Interoffice Trunk NA NA NA NA
Port - Shared, MOU
Tapdem Switching, per MOU 50.003172 $0.0015 $0.003172 $0.000676
Tandem Interoffice Trunk Port - NA NA NA NA
Tandem Intermedisry Charge, per NA NA NA NA
MoU®
Local Transport
Shared, per mile, per MOU $0.000012 50.00004 $0.000012 $0.00004
‘Facility Termination, per MOU £0.00036 £0.00036 50.00036 $0.00036

ary traffic and is applied in addition to applicable

LA

$0.0021
NA

S0.0002

30.0008
50.0003

NA

$0.0000083
50.00047"

) N B . . .
(1) This rate element is for use in those states with 2 different rate for additional minutes of use.



